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( STATES OF AMERICA 


[No. 73] 


REPORT OF SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON UTILIZATION OF 
MILITARY MANPOWER ON AIR FORCE MANUALS 


JUNE 24, 1960. 
Hon. Cari VINSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuairMan: The attached report, together with its 
conclusions, was approved by the members of the Subcommittee on 
June 14, 1960. 

Therefore, in accordance with the direction of the subcommittee 
the report is submitted to you for approval and such other action 
as you may deem appropriate. 

Respectfully submitted. 

MELVIN PRICE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Utilization 
of Military Manpower. 
Enclosure. 
BACKGROUND OF INQUIRY 


During the course of hearings that were conducted by the Subcom- 
mittee on Manpower Utilization, the subcommittee became aware of 
an Air Force manual which contained material designed for “‘on-the- 
job” training of enlisted aides to senior officers. 

This manual contained statements and instructions which, in the 
opinion of the subcommittee, clearly indicated that these enlisted 
aides were being trained to perform many duties, which had no con- 
nection with the military responsibilities of the officer to whom 
assigned. 

Inasmuch as the Department of the Air Force realized that the 
Subcommittee on Manpower Utilization was less than sympathetic to 
the need for a manual describing the best way to wash a dog, the 
manual was withdrawn from publication (p. 5570, Hearings on 
Manpower Utilization). 

Shortly thereafter, another Air Force manual became the subject 
of public attention when it was disclosed that this latter manual, 
which was designed for use in connection with the training of Air Force 
reservists, contained numerous controversial statements concerning 
the patriotism of certain segments of the clergy and the “right of the 
American people to know what is going on.” 

As a consequence of this latter disclosure, it became evident that, 
at the very best, poor judgment had been exercised in the development 
of these manuals. Consequently, the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee directed that the Subcommittee on Manpower Utilization 
expand its jurisdiction and make an inquiry into the circumstances of 
the issuance of the controversial Air Force manual which attacked 
certain segments of the clergy and also suggested that the subcom- 
mittee may, if it appeared desirable, expand its inquiry to embrace 
the development and publication of all service manuals. 
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JURISDICTION 


The letter from the chairman of the Armed Services Committee 
enlarging the authority of the Special Subcommittee on Manpower 
Utilization is set out below: 

FEBRUARY 17, 1960. 
Hon. Metvin Price, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Price: All of us were distressed with the revelation this 
morning that the manual prepared for distribution to Air Force 
reservists contained a variety of statements and allegations in deroga- 
tion of our churches. 

Obviously, the committee has a continuing interest and obligation 
in the type and content of publications issued by our military services. 
As a consequence, it is my judgment that the committee must exercise 
that interest and responsibility in the instant case. 

Rather than create an additional subcommittee, I herewith expand 
the jurisdiction of your Subcommittee on Utilization of Military 
Manpower to embrace this additional subject. 

In view of the fact that this is the second manual to have been 
recently discovered, I appreciate the possibility that your subcom- 
mittee may wish to make a more inclusive inquiry embracing the 
general subject of service manuals. I would suggest that your 
decision as to a broader inquiry be deferred until such preliminary 
investigation as you may institute indicates the proper course of 
action in this respect. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cart Vinson, Chairman. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ACTION 


Subsequent to the assignment of this new area of jurisdiction the 
subcommittee initiated a preliminary staff investigation to ascertain 
information upon which to chart the subcommittee’s future course of 
action. Upon consideration of the information developed by the 
subcommittee, it became evident that its effort should, at least ini- 
tially, be directed toward resolving the issues and public controversy 
concerning the Air Force manual which attacked certain segments of 
the organized clergy. 


CHRONOLOGY OF PERTINENT BACKGROUND INFORMATION 


In order to clearly establish the circumstances which brought this 
publication to public attention it would be well to first review briefly 
the chronology of events involved: 

May 1955.—Air Force issued AF Manual 205-5, a manual which 
established the procedures and administrative practices for imple- 
menting the Air Force security indoctrination program. This manual 
is entitled “Guide for Security Indoctrination.’”’ This manual has 
remained in continual use by the Department of the Air Force from 
that ine to the present date for indoctrination of active duty per- 
sonnel. 
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1956.—The Continental Air Command of the Department of the Air 
Force determined there existed a requirement for a training manual on 
security matters for Air Force Reserve noncommissioned officers. 
This recommendation was concurred in by headquarters which ulti- 
mately approved in 1956 a general outline for the proposed manual and 
directed that the manual be prepared by the Air Training Command 
at Lackland Air Force Base. However, since the project was given a 
low priority the text was not completed until late 1959. 

January 4, 1960.—-Headquarters, Continental Air Command, 
USAF, issued “Air Reserve Center Training Manual 45-0050, Incre- 
ment V, Volume 7.’’ The manual was issued as part of Reserve 
Noncommissioned Officer Course 45-0050 and represented part of the 
student text for the course. 

This particular text was entitled “Individual and Group Defense” 
and was designed to provide the student with “basic knowledge and 
understanding of the principles of individual and group defense in three 
broad areas: (including) Defense against chemical, biological, and 
radiological warfare; defense of an Air Force base against espionage, 
sabotage, subversion, or attack by small hostile groups; and civil 
defense.”’ 

February 11, 1960.—The associate general secretary of the National 
Council of Churches of Christ, Mr. James Wine, addressed a letter to 
the Secretary of Defense bitterly denouncing portions of the CONAC 
Air Reserve training manual. Mr. Wine was particularly concerned 
with a passage in the text of the manual which, on pages 15-13 to 15— 
20, linked the council with communism. (Department of the Air 
Force recalled all copies of CONAC Air Reserve training manual 
for evaluation prior to its receipt or knowledge of Mr. Wine’s letter to 
the Secretary of Defense. However, the impropriety of the subject 
matter of the manual was first brought to the attention of the Air 
Force on February 10, by Mr. William Fry, a member of the staff of 
the National Council of Churches.) 

February 17, 1960.—The Secretary of Defense replied to Mr. Wine 
and indicated that the contents of the manual did not reflect the 
attitude of either the Department of Defense or the Air Force and also 
advised that the manual had been recalled. 

Subsequent to this exchange of letters, Mr. Wine, on behalf of his 
council, also publicly criticized “AF manual 105-5” which, it was 
pointed out, was partially the source of some of the objectionable 
material in the CONAC Air Reserve training manual. 

February 17, 1960.—The Chairman of the “House Armed Services 
Committee directed that the special subcommittee on manpower 
utilization expand its jurisdiction to inquire into the preparation and 
publication of service manuals. 

February 19, 1960.—The Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum 
to each of the Secretaries of the Military Departments requesting that 
they personally initiate a review of all nontechnical training manuals 
and similar type publications to determine that these publications 
are consistent with Department of Defense and national policy and 
are not deserving of justifiable criticism. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Personnel, and 
Reserves) was directed to monitor progress of this program. 

The Secretary of Defense also announced that he had instructed the 
General Counsel to conduct an investigation of violations of law or 
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conflicts with national or defense policy that may be revealed as a 
result of this review to assure that appropriate action is taken. 

February 19, 1960.—Secretary of the Air Force Dudley Sharp 
expressed great concern over the objectionable statements contained 
in the Reserve training manual and announced that effective im- 
mediately each major command of the Air Force had been instructed 
to establish a review panel of field grade officers to read and evaluate 
all proposed manuals. He also announced a general review of all 
re i with a view toward minimizing the number of publications 
and removing from circulation those of doubtful value. 

During the period between February 19, 1960, and March 1, 1960, 
conflicting statements appeared in the press regarding both Air Force 
policy and Air Force position regarding the two Air Foree manuals 
which were in controversy. 

Certain of these statements appeared to indicate a repudiation by 
the Air Force of both manuals whereas others indicated a defense of 
both subject to minor changes in the manuals. Another version, 
which appears to be the most accurate, reflects the Air Force as 
repudiating the material in the Air Reserve training manual but 
defending the material in 205-5 with only some slight change. 

March 1, 1960.—The special manpower utilization subcommittee 
announced it would begin hearings on the Air Force manuals. 


PUBLIC HEARINGS 


On the basis of the foregoing circumstances it was evident to the 
subcommittee that public hearings would be necessary to enable the 
subcommittee to ascertain the position of the Department of the Air 
Force in respect to the two manuals in particular controversy. 

The most controversial of these manuals was the ‘Air Reserve 
Center Training Manual 45-0050, Increment V, Volume 7,’’ otherwise 
referred to as the “CONAC Air Reserve Training Manual.”’ 

The second manual in controversy was “AF Manual 205-5” which 
was partially the source of certain of the controversial material 
contained in the “CONAC Air Reserve Training Manual.”’ 


SUMMARY OF HEARINGS 


The public hearings held on March 10, 1960, in connection with the 
controversial Air Force manuals previously mentioned, provided the 
subcommittee with the necessary opportunity to completely explore 
and resolve the issues involved. 

As indicated by the chairman, in his opening remarks, the subcom- 
mittee’s principal objective was to ascertain ‘‘whether or not it is 
Department of Air Force policy to include in a training manual sub- 
ject matter which is, by its very nature, controversial and which does 
not contribute to the military purpose for which the manual is de- 
signed.” 

The chairman further outlined the subcommittee’s position with 
the following observation: 

Stated another way, we are not passing judgment on the motives, lofty or other- 
wise, which might impel the Department, or individuals in the Department, to 
philosophize or editorialize on a controversial subject not properly within their 
scope of responsibility. We are, however, vitally and directly concerned with 
the propriety of such statements appearing in any form whatsoever in an official 
publication of the Department of the Air Force. 
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Thus, for example, when a statement such as “Another rather foolish remark 
often heard is that Americans have a right to know what is going on’’ appears in 
an Official publication of the executive branch of Government, it would appear 
to represent an Official statement of national policy—yet all of us know, in this 
instance, that this is not the case. 

Yet, this statement did appear in an official publication of the Department of 
the Air Force, and therefore it is our responsibility to determine why and how 
such statements find their way into official publications of our armed services. 

Obviously, something is wrong either with departmental policy or its admin- 
istration when a military service strays from the path of its assigned military 
mission to permit itself to become involved in a controversial subject which is 
not, by any stretch of the imagination, its responsibility. 

Now—-I have, I trust, clearly indicated our subcommittee’s concern in this 


matter. The inquiry we make must necessarily remain within the general area 
of jurisdiction which has been authorized us by the Congress and which | have 
deinested. To the extent that we go beyond this area of inquiry we necessarily 


will impinge on the jurisdictional authority of other congressions! committees, 
and in addition, will raise corollary issues and problems which we cannot hope 
to resolve within this committee. 


Subsequent to these opening remarks the subcommittee elicited 
testimony from representatives of the Department of the Air Force 
which, among other things, included an admission from Air Force rep- 
resentatives that the issuance of the CONAC Air Reserve training 
manual, with its controversial content, was the result of a complete 
failure of existing review procedures. 

In that connection, Hon. Dudley Sharp, Secretary of the Air Force, 
stated: 


At the outset, let me say that our preliminary investigation has established 
that there were no effective reviews made of this training manual prior to issu- 
ance. Had there been appropriate review, I am confident that the training 
manual would not have been issued in the form that it was. This failure is in- 
excusable and convinces me that our current procedures for the preparation, re- 
view, and issuance of manuals are in need of thorough and searching examination. 
As an immediate safeguard, major commands were directed on February 17, 1960, 
to establish review panels to screen all nontechnical training manuals, existing 
and proposed. Now we did not stop there. I requested, and the Chief of Staff, 
on February 18, 1960, directed that a comprehensive survey of the entire matter 
of Air Force publications be conducted by the Inspector General. As a result 
of this survey, we intend to develop a system of publication controls which will 
preclude recurrences of this type, reduce the number of publications, and eliminate 
those which serve no useful purpose. 

I am sure that no one will dispute that the Air Foree must have a security 
program which will protect its mission against sabotage, espionage, subversion, 
and the like. Individuals in the Air Force are representative of individuals from 
all walks of American life. They are ready and willing to accept and participate 
in a security program once they understand fully the reason for it. We believe 
that if we can make our personnel aware of the need for security, whether through 
training manuals or otherwise, we have taken a giant stride toward achieving 
effective security. 

Now, the difficult problem, of course, is to determine what methods are ap- 
propriate to develop and further this security consciousness. This is basically 
a question of educational technique, but it may, in a particular case, raise funda- 
mental issues of decency and fair play. 

We know, for example, that characteristics of Communist tactics aimed at 
world domination have been attempts at infiltration of basic American institu- 
tions. For this very reason, our churches, which constitute a great bulwark 
against communism, are a target for such attempts, as are the schools, communi- 
cations media, and other groups which have influence on large numbers of people. 
We consider it our duty to call the attention of our personnel to this Communist 
activity. The method actually used in the training manual, however, was highly 
inappropriate and, as I have stated, the manual was withdrawn. In withdrawing 
this manual we did not attempt to pass on the truth or falsity of certain statements 
contained in the manual. 


6696 





The Secretary of the Air Force also addressed himself to the second 
manual in controversy, AFM 205-5, and stated: 


So that the record may be entirely clear, I would like to point out that there is 
another Air Force Manual, AFM 205-5, which also touches briefly upon this 
subject. It isin connection with this manual, which is a general guide for security 
indoctrination published in May of 1955, that I have been quoted as indicating 
my agreement with the proposition that there has been Communist infiltration 
of the churches. A fair reading of the complete text of my remarks on AFM 
205-5, however, shows that I was essentially reiterating what I have stated above, 
namely, that we have a duty to alert our personnel to the fact that our churches 
are a target for Communist attempts at infiltration. I stated then that I did 
not know whether certain specific charges made in this manual had been proven. 

I should also note here that some 8 months ago the decision was made by the 
Air Staff to discontinue the further printing and distribution of AFM 205-5. 
The plan is to issue a new manual dealing with the internal security of Air Force 
installations—including a section on security indoctrination. In this connection 
I have requested that a special panel be established to review for propriety of 
content this new manual as well as AFM 205-5 to the extent that it, or any portion 
of it, will not be superseded by the new publication. 

I trust that the foregoing discussion will clarify the Air Force position on this 
matter. 


FUTURE AIR FORCE ACTION 


The subcommittee wishes to emphasize that its inquiry was not 
designed, in any way whatsoever, to inhibit the Air Force in the 
discharge of its responsibility to acquaint personnel with the constant 
threat of communism. The following colloquy, whicb occurred during 
the hearings conducted on March 10, 1960, illustrates this fact. 


Mr. Stratron. Would the gentleman vield to me for a moment? 

General, just to make the record perfectly clear in view of Mr. O’Wonski’s 
comments, the Air Force does not intend to slack up in any way in its fight against 
communism, does it, or in its desire to indoctrinate it members with regard to 
this menace, and you do not regard yourselves, do you, as having been slapped 
on the wrist for having issued an anti-Communist document, do vou? 

General Hopwoop. If I understand your question, sir, we are obligated—— 

Mr. Stratron. It may be a leading question. 

General Hopwoop. We are obligated by the Executive order, the code of 
conduct, to thoroughly indoctrinate our people as they go through a training 
system. We bring them into Lackland, the basic training center, where they 
receive a 4-hour course on the code itself. From there on out, as long as they 
wear their uniform, there are repeat programs to keep them aware of the threat 
of communism constantly. 

Mr. Stratrron. You intend to keep that up, don’t vou? 

General Hopwoop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Stratron. And you don’t regard this inquiry as any disapproval on the 
part of this committee of your zeal in that drive, do you, General? 

General Hopwoop. No, sir. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACTION 


Subsequent to the public hearings held by the subcommittee on the 
10th of March 1960, the Secretary of Defense issued a Department of 
Defense directive which, for the first time, established policy guidance 
for the military departments in respect to all official publications. 

This directive, No. 5025.5, dated April 21, 1960, requires, among 
other things, that— 


(a) Review of all official publications will occur before publication and at least 
every 18 months thereafter. 

(b) Review criteria will include a determination as to necessity, current ap- 
plicability, judiciousness of purpose, accuracy, good taste, and consonance with 
existing law and Department of Defense policy. 
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(c) Responsibility for review will be fixed at the highest level of the activity 
having cognizance of the subject matter of the publication. The directive further 
provides that delegation of this final responsibility for review ‘‘shall be held to 
the absolute minimum necessary to carry out the purpose of this directive.” 

This directive is directly responsive to the obvious need, within the 
Department of Defense, for a clear-cut and simple statement of policy 
in respect to the issuance of official publications. 

It is the opinion of the subcommittee that this directive, if properly 
implemented, will, in the future, preclude a repetition of the circum- 
stances which resulted in the inquiry conducted by the subcommittee. 


OTHER SUBCOMMITTEE ACTION 


In addition to the public hearings conducted by the subcommittee 
in respect to the two controversial Air Force manuals previously 
mentioned, the subcommittee also conducted a summary review of 
the various manuals published by each of the armed services. 

Among the difficulties encountered by the subcommittee, in con- 
ducting this review, was the fact that each of the armed services 
differed in its definition of what, in fact, constituted a ‘manual’ and 
also which of these manuals were considered ‘technical’? manuals and 
which were considered “nontechnical” in nature. 

The subcommittee recognized that various administrative consider- 
ations in the respective departments necessitated some variation in 
the categorizations of these manuals. Therefore, subject to minor 
qualifications the following definitions generally apply: 


Manual 


A publication issued by a functional, technical, military or manage- 
ment authority for the purpose of communicating guidance to indi- 
viduals or units relating to the performance of official duties. 


Technical manual 


A technical manual is a publication containing a description of 
equipment or a weapon with instructions for effective use including 
one or more of the following sections as required: 

(1) Instructions covering initial preparation for use. 

(2) Operational instructions. 

3) Maintenance instructions. 

(4) Overhaul instructions. 

(5) Parts list or parts breakdown. 

(6) Related technical information or procedures exclusive of 
those procedures of an administrative nature. 

Under related technical information, additional sections for such 
subjects as ““Ammunition, Shipment and Limited Storage, and De- 
molition to Prevent Enemy Use”? may be included provided the in- 
formation relates directly to the specific item covered by the technical 
manual and is not of a general nature. A parts list or a parts break- 
down may be included in a technical manual or may be issued as a 
separate document or series of documents. 


Nontechnical manual 


A publication containing instructional or procedural information 
required for the training of personnel or the performance of official 
duties other than those related to the operation, maintenance, or 
overhaul of military equipment or weapons. 
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SCOPE OF REVIEW 


Under the terms of the preceding definitions the subcommittee con- 
centrated the bulk of its review in the area of so-called nontechnical 
manuals, since it was this type of manual which prompted the sub- 
committee’s primary interest in this matter. 

In response to a request from the subcommittee, the respective 
military departments submitted a very detailed summary of all non- 
technical manuals currently in inventory. 

Included in the information obtained from the military departments 
was the following data: 

(1) Title. 
(2) Identifying number or symbol. 
(3) Brief statement of content. 
(4) Purpose and use. 
) Publication date. 
) Number of copies published. 
7) Number of copies issued. 
) Number of copies in inventory. 
) Estimated cost per copy. 

(10) Command responsible for publication and review. 

(11) Preparation of manual (military, civil service, or by con- 
tract). 

RESULTS OF REVIEW 


The information provided the subcommittee reflected data on ap- 
proximately 4,900 nontechnical manuals; with Army reporting on 
1,969 nontechnical manuals, Navy on 1,504 nontechnical manuals, 
and Air Force, 1,413 nontechnical manuals. 

An examination of this data by the subcommittee failed to disclose 
the publication and issuance of any nontechnical manuals which 
would appear to warrant criticism by the subcommittee. However, 
since this review was, of necessity, very summary in nature, the 
subcommittee wishes to emphasize that its review of these manuals 
should not be construed as constituting complete approval of any of 
these individual publications. 


TECHNICAL MANUALS 


The bulk of manuals published and issued by the armed services are 
“technical manuals.” 

Information provided the subcommittee indicates that over 150,000 
technical manuals are presently being issued by the armed services. 
This total includes 23,000 for Army, 60,310 for Navy and Marine 
Corps, and 68,000 for Air Force. 

The subcommittee recognized that “technical manuals” would, by 
their very nature, not contain material of particular interest to the 
subcommittee. However, the subcommittee was concerned with 
various news articles which had indicaied that the Department of the 
Air Force had estimated its cost of technical manuals for fiscal year 
1960 in excess of $89 million. 

The subcommittee therefore requested information from the De- 
partment of Defense which would be responsive to the subcommittee’s 
desire to ascertain the cost involved in the production of technical 
manuals by the armed services. 
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COST OF TECHNICAL MANUALS 


The various service departments, in response to this request for cost 
data, advised that it was impossible to supply accurate cost data on 
technical manuals since the majority of these manuals were prepared 
by contractors in conjunction with the development, delivery, and 
maintenance of missile and weapon systems and related components. 
Therefore, since cost-accounting records maintained by the services 
are based on individual equipment or systems procured, “technical 
literature costs have not been functionally collected.”’ 

The Department of the Air Force, however, supplied the subcom- 
mittee with the basis upon which it had previously estimated its 
projected cost of manual procurement for fiscal year 1959 and 1960 
with the qualification that these cost estimates were based on “a 
factoring and judgment approach.” 

The data supplied represents pat tg! prepared technical data 
costs for fiscal year 1959 and fiscal vear 1960 identified by aircraft 
and missile weapon systems and by juan in the P—800 appropria- 
tion. Also shown are the total program costs supported by these 
manuals. 

The costs are generally applicable to the three basic types of 
technical data procured by the Air Force for its weapon systems as 
follows: 

Weapon system.—Type of data furnished with weapon systems are 
prototype documents, stress criteria including standard books and 
brochures, motion films, and handbook criteria and negatives. 

Other technical data.—Reproducible negatives for subcontractor 
furnished equipment for in-production aircraft. Includes technical 
manuals and training manuals for purposes of training, field mainte- 
nance, cataloging, and overhaul. 

Maintenance technical data.—Technical data revisions necessary to 
revise current handbooks and manuals as result of the modification. 

The Air Force does not negotiate directly with the contractor for 
technical data furnished with weapon systems and equipment. These 
costs are negotiated as part of the overall equipment costs and are not 
segregated as specific items. In order to secure a detailed breakdown 
of such costs the Air Force advised it would be necessary to audit in 
detail a completed contract and segregate those costs incurred in the 
development of the technical data. 

(Cost data for technical manuals procured by the Air Force is 
reflected below in connection with the cost of programs for the pro- 
curement of aircraft, missiles, and other procurement.) 
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Appropriation P—100 aircraft 


{In millions] 








TMS/Category 


Total program cost 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year 


' 
| Technical data cost 


| Fiscal year | Fiscal year 

















1959 | = 1960 | 1958 | 1960 
| } | 
(| ke Bh GPa RR. ae eh 452.3 | 733.7 | 4.6 | 6.1 
2 EE EE SS IY eae |S ere aes ee Fee ae ie liacagee BR ST aes 
| a MR rs See ee ee ae | 819.3 | 448.7 8.7 | 4.0 
SRP RSS 2 4 BART SS RT a 208.4 | 5, ae RS ere ‘3 
a a ee 275.2 | 195.9 | 1.2 | 9 
ee ng ukraine hnivine 187.7 | Be 
| ESSE EADS Sa a ee 270. 7 388.0 | 1.2 1.9 
SSS Pa a ae ee Cee aE EEA St | .| ty eee 
SERS st $i GRA een 111.4 | Lg eee 
AS ESR SF PRS a ree eee eee eee are 47.9 | 63.7 .2 3 
a ai A ce pO te tet os ae ae: Sas 103.3 6 
0? 0 by EE eS RS Se ae a eres oS epee eeeyriee : 
SSS al a eee ee 30.6 24.7 «a 2 
SEPP eS bi 0 Bie Se She FO ee ee 41.4 86.5 .3 6 
EE SE EE ee eer eee eee 14.7 39.8 a 2 
a euiae oni aumman 8.0 cle oo wi > 
SS See eee eee ee, Pee ee eee 22.8 16.3 | :a | 
ee ee I oe tee ae 3, 201.1 2,165.3 | 20.9 | 14.3 
7 ES os GOS a eee a ae See ee ee 199. 5 | 118.3 5.4 | 2.9 
I os adits dt eee Si shtssce as ESC OR SS 26.3 17.2 
Modifications. _..-.....-- SS REE SEER eee EES 741.8 | 535.0 9.0 ) 
Other program support_.............--.--- SS gnees 1, 224. 2 | 1,049.7 13.9 | 15,0 
OS ESE eee a aes 296. 7 BERNA Aiedicavicccae ees 
1 Ce ee Core Sy ee ae oe Ree ee eee eee 5, 663. 3 4, 078.3 | 49.2 | 40.1 
Appropriation P-200 missiles (other than ballistic) 
{In millions] 
Total program cost Technical data cost 
TMS/Category | | 
Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
1959 1960 1959 1960 
a a 2 | eae |) eee ee 
| Log SA 2208 2 2B pe Ree Ee ee eee eae 183.9 206.8 2.0 
CIID A Sita aind buinnotéednsiaimss \aeilianes inecin tiiatalaheitiann 584.7 377.3 6.2 3.1 
EERE EROS 1) Sree Sie ee 
Sa a calakiocusbaaesd 166. 6 91.6 6.9 3.4 
ea ae as aa See tO) a a! a See 
8 NGS SES SS ee ae eee 8 Ss Ps 59.8 75.0 1.5 2.0 
C0 S| Sans eee see See eeeneen 10.5 fg poe PR 
Rue na rhs iy SS ei Seale SS a Lee wea Lt if eas eI EEE. ” 
OE ee a Eee S 28. 6 30.0 .6 7 
EE RS RRS EASE Oa Pee re pe Ale Pere alone 19.1 of 0 Pe ee Se eee 
IES Ec ER Papas FE es RR Peed 3.3 2.5 Pe l 
a ee eee ee ee ae eee 1,131.0 805. 3 19.9 12.1 
|) es A PRE aie Et a OPE RT ANS | SO 7.7 > 1.0 
eS , EE SE ork ee 16.6 SOA Siaincmivbsacdiasabacsrecee 
al 1, 147.6 865.1 20.6 13.1 
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Appropriation P-800 other procurement 


{In millions] 









































st | Total program cost | Technical data cost 
—_-— Category | ~ nel inet Tied ‘fie x4 
Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year 
ir 1959 1960 1959 =| 1960 
ye Ammunition..............- $6badebeRiegiwsck convenes 67.1 58.4 0.2 0.2 
6.1 WMI 6d a nactinkuivdwuseccaecectncs x oe 86.6 89. 0) 1.3 1.8 
- Electronics.........-- Mabie pbanedniabeteseanewes 864.4 845. 9 15.5 15.1 
4.0 Other base and support equipment- __-.___- ene ae 173.5 145. 2 2.4 ) 
9 ND ani onnwinnmacacdssycbeskinbebemneceasawnenis 1,191.6 1, 188. 5 19.40 | 18. § 
1.9 
Summary of Air Force cost data 
0 
- [Estimated cost in millions of dollars] 
~ | Fiscal year 1959 Fiseal year 1960 
ad | ae Te ee a 
| | | 
I Total pro- | Technical | Total pro- | Technical 
i4 ; gram cost data cost | gram cost | data cost 
fo $$ $$} | —_}—__ 
a Appropriation P-100 aircraft... _......-..-- 6 eaten | 5, 663.1 49.2 4, 078.3 | 40.1 
W : Appropriation P-200 missiles (other than ballistic) - - -_- 1, 147.6 20. 6 865. 1 13.1 
KO Appropriation P-800 other procurement... _.-.......---- 1, 191.6 19. 4 1, 188. 5 | 18.8 
Total: | 
eR aca iecsassnticeteut dee ata 8, 002. 5 89.2 6, 131.9 | 72.0 
4). Oo ee ee ae as ee. 0G,.| Es Anke tS 1% | cake sans | 1.2 
Although the subcommittee cannot venture a judgment as to 
whether or not the costs of essential technical manuals outlined above 
ir) are excessive, it is apparent that these costs represent only a very 
* small fraction of the cost of the total weapon systems involved. 
The cost data received from the Army and Navy were incomplete. 
year . . x . +4 . . 
) However, as in the case of the Air Force, the cost information provided 


—— by the Army and Navy indicated a comparable distribution of tech- 
ane nical data cost in relation to the overall cost of the weapon systems 
3.1 involved. 


a SUMMARY 
“ Representatives of the Department of the Air Force have, as 


aa previously indicated in this report, acknowledged their failure to 
properly administer their program of manual preparation. The Air 
! Force has now, however, instituted corrective measures which should 
1 ff prevent, in the future, a repetition of this occurrence. __ 

lhe Secretary of Defense has also taken positive action in this area 
with the issuance of Department of Defense Directive No. 5025.5 of 
April 21, 1960. 

This action by the Secretary of Defense requires the individual 
service departments to establish the necessary administrative safe- 
guards to insure that all future departmental publications will con- 
form to the guidelines provided in the Department of Defense directive. 

In view of these circumstances the subcommittee is of the opinion 
that no further action is required by this subcommittee. 


O 








